
Notices of Judgment-
The First Thousand 

By JAMES C. MUNCH and JAMES C. MUNCH, JR. 

This Nonlegal Summary of Actions Taken Against Foods, Drugs and Cos-
metics Which Were Reported in the Earliest Notices of Judgment Was 
Prepared by the Medical Director of Vaponefrin Company, Upper Darby, 
Pennsylvania, and His Son, a Premedical Student at Temple University 

HE PASSAGE of the Federal Food and Drugs Act uf Julie 30,T1906, extended activities under the law covering imports of tea, 
approved March 2, 1883,and of foods, drugs and liquors, approved August 
30, 1890. Research under way prior to the passage of this act had been 
published in the Bulletin of the Bureau of Cherwistry, as well as in 
scientific periodicals. Some of the legal proceedings were recorded in 
the circulars of the Office of the Solicitor. N o  systematic publication 
of actions against foods or drugs appears to have been established 
prior t o  passage of the 1906 -4ct. 

Section 4 of the 1906 Act authorized chemical exaniinatioiis of 
foods and drugs in the Bureau of Chemistry of the Department of 
Agriculture, to determine whether such specimens were adulterated 
or misbranded; if  it appeared that thqy were, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture was directed to issue notice to tfie party from whom the samplc 
was obtained, who might appear for 4 hearing. If i t  then appeared 
that provisions of this act had been biolated, the Secretary of Agri-
culture was directed to certify the fa& to the proper United States 
district attorney, with a copy of the results of the analysis or examina- I
tion. “After judgment of the court, nytice shall be given by publica- 
tion in such manner as  may be prescribed by the rules and regulations 
aforesaid.” Regulation 6 was adopted /on October 17, 1906, under thc 
provision of the act, as follows : i
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(a) When a judgment of the court shall have been rendered there may be 
a publication of the findings of the exai:iiner or analyst together with the find- 
ings of the court. 

(b) This publication mdy Le in the form of circulars, notices, or bulletins, 
as the Secretary of Agriculture may direct, not less than thirty days after judgment. 

(c) If an appeal be taken from the judgment of the court before such pub-
lication, notice of the appeal shall accompany the publication. 

I n  connection with the replacement of the Federal Food and 
Drugs Act of 1906 by the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of 
June 25, 1935, discussions of the House Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce in Report 2139, Seventy-fifth Congress, April 14, 
1938, stated : 

Section 705 directs the pubIication of the results of court actions, and also 
authorizes the dissemination of information in situations involving imminent 
danger to health or gross deception of consumers. 

As passed, Section 705(a) of the 1935 Act reads: 
The  Secretary shall cause to be published from time to time reports sum-

marizing all judgments, decrees, and court orders which have been rendered under 
this Act, including the nature of the charge and the disposition thereof. 

Under the 1906 Act, notices of judgment (usually called N. J.’s) 
were published as  material accumulated, without regard to  the nature 
of the products involved. A total of 31,157 N. J.’s were published 
under the 1906 Act. Under the 1938 Act, these notices were classified 
separately for foods, for drugs and devices, and for cosmetics. U p  to  
July 1, 1954, a total of 20,400 N. J.’s have been published dealing with 
foods, 4,120 dealing with drugs and devices, and 202 dealing with cosmetics. 

Our interest has been centered on the pharmaceutical, pharma- 
cological and toxicological aspects of the information contained in the 
N. J.’s. Section 7 states that a drug is adulterated if it  differs from 
any official standard or talls below its own professed standard. I n  the 
case of confectionery, adulteration is charged if it  contains talc, cer’tain 
other inorganic products “or other mineral substance or poisonous 
color or flavor, or other ingredient deleterious or detrimental to 
health.” Adulteration is charged in the case of food “. . . if it  
contain any added poisonous or other added deleterious ingredient 
which may render such article injurious to health,” with the exemp- 
tion of preservatives applied externally, which are removed before 
consumption. A negative provision is contained in Section 8, in ‘the 
case of foods, which provides that an article of food which does not 
contain any added poisonous or deleterious ingredients shall not be 
deemed to be adulterated or misbranded under certain specified condi- 
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tions. Section 10, in setting up conditions for seizure of products, 
provides that “if such article is condemned as being adulterated or  
misbranded, or of a poisonous or deleterious character, within the 
meaning of this act, the same shall be disposed of by destruction or 
sale as  the said court may direct . . . .” Similarly, Section 11 deals 
with products offered for import, among other provisions specifying 
collection of samples “otherwise dangerous to the health of the people 
of the United States,” and permits refusal of entry into the country. 

The  present report deals with information obtained in our study 
of N. J.’s Nos. 1-1000. As a matter of information, N. J. No. 1 was 
issued May 2, 1908, dealing with “misbranding of apple cider” con- 
taining 11.93 per cent of alcohol from added sugar;  N. J. No. 1000, 
issued August 15, 191 1, reports “adulteration of sodic aluminic 
sulphate” because it contained 60 mg. of metallic arsenic per kilogram. 

Foods 
Pertinent information on 54 N. J.’s published under this classifica- 

tion has been arranged in Table 1, listed in accordance with the 
alleged harmful or deleterious ingredient. It is noted that action was 
taken against 17 foods because of the presence of about 0.1 per cent 
of added boric acid. Information is given in N. J. No. 508with respect 
to the action against the Hipolite Egg Company, St. Louis, Missouri, 
for shipping 50 cans of preserved whole eggs. Adulteration was 
alleged, since the product contained 2 per cent of boric acid added as 
a preservative, which may render the food injurious to health. The  
product was seized in the State of Illinois, a hearing was held by the 
district court without a jury, the government’s contentions were sus- 
tained and the United States Marshall was ordered to  destroy the 
eggs The  court issued a special finding of facts supporting i ts  deci- 
sion. The  Hipolite Egg Company appealed from the decree to  the 
United States Supreme Court, challenging the legal jurisdiction, since 
these eggs were shipped for use by bakeries and, therefore, were not 
intended for sale in the original unbroken packages or  otherwise ; the 
question of possible deleterious actioq of boric acid was not featured 
in this appeal. (The United States Supreme Court affirmed the decree 
of the lower court, N. J. No. 1043.) I 

i 
Charges of adulteration and/or milbranding were brought against 

16 beverages containing cocaine, alonelor in combination with caffeine 
and strychnine. I n  N. J. No. 202, t h i  defendant pleaded not guilty, 
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the jury heard testimony and found him guilty, and the court imposed 
a fine of $100. In  this case, cocaine was present but not declared on 
the label and it was charged that this cocaine may render and did 
render the product injurious to health. Similar charges were brought 
with respect to the harmful or deleterious action of caffeine. A series 
of five N. J.’s deal with lithia waters carrying strong therapeutic claims, 
although the lithium content could only be detected spectroscopically. 

V. Vivian0 & Brothers manufactured macaroni ; about one ounce 
of a poisonous yellow color, Martius Yellow, was added to  every 250 
gallons of water used in the process. A total of 9,110 boxes of this 
macaroni was seized and destroyed, as set forth in N. J. No. 658. In  
his decision, District Judge Keiiesaw M. Landis stated : 

I t  is the duty of the court to give the act a fair and reasonable construction 

for the accomplishment of its object. That object is the exclusion from inter- 

state commerce of food products so adulterated as to endanger health. And where, 

as here, i t  clearly appears that a poisonous substance wholly foreign to the food 

product has been added to it, solely to mislead and deceive, the court is under no 

duty to eiideavor to protect the offender against loss from destruction of the 

adulterated article by indulging in hair-splitting speculation as t o  whether the 

amount of poison used may possibly have been so nicely calculated as not to kill 

or be of intmediufe serious injury. With a portion of our population, macaroni is 

a staple article of food, and under the evidence here cumulative effect of the 

poison in the substance under examination would be injurious to health. Let 

there be a decree of condemnation and destruction. 


The Alsop Process was developed for the purpose of bleaching 
flour by  exposure to nitrogen peroxide. Actions against such bleached 
flour were the basis of five N. J.’s. The Alsop Company endeavored 
to prevent issuance of Food Inspection Decision No. 100on December 
10, 1908, which stated that flour bleached with nitrogen peroxide is 
adulterated, and cannot legally be made or sold or shipped in inter- 
state commerce. N. J. No. 498 states that such bleached flour con- 
tains nitrogen peroxide equivalent to 1.5 parts per million (ppm) of 
nitrous N. The  court refused to intervene. I n  the Aetna case (N. J. 
No. 382), the testimony of 23 witnesses is summarized, which was the 
basis of the court decision : “That said flour contains added poisonous 
and added deleterious ingredients, to wit : nitrites, which renders the 
same injurious to  health.” This  same situation was reported more 
thoroughly in the action against the Lexington Mill and Elevator 
Company (N. J. No. 722), in which 625 sacks of bleached flour were 
seized because of the presence of 1.8 ppm of nitrites. The  testimony 
before the jury of 37 witnesses for  the government and 40 for the 
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company is summarized in the N. J., covering some 100 pages. T h r  
jury sustained the government charges and the company appealed the 
decision (the Eighth Circuit reversed the lower court (N. J. No. 2549), 
and the United States Supreme Court (N. J. No. 3398) upheld the 
circuit court, that  testimony was insufficient to  show that flour was 
SO colored as to  conceal inferiority and also that the addition of a 
poisonous substance in any quantity would adulterate the article for 
the reason that the possibility of injury to health due t o  the quantity 
of added ingredient is an essential element of prohibition). 

The  application of about 0.5 per cent of metallic silver as  a coating 
for confectionery was the basis for three N.  J.’s. I n  two cases, juries 
found defendants guilty. On appeal, the Second Circuit reversed the 
decision of a lower court, stating that defendant was improperly 
convicted, since the government had not established the fact that  the 
confectionery in question deceived the public or  was injurious to health. 
A special regulation was then promulgated to permit silver-coating 
of certain decorations for cakes. 

These 54 N. J.’s are interesting as establishing the need for proof 
of harm to consumers of foods containing added harmful or deleterious 
ingredients. 

Drugs 

Reports on crude drugs, or their official preparations, were found, 
in 32 N. J.’s, which are consolidated in Table 2. Of these, three deal 
with asafetida which contained excess foreign material. Worthy of 
comment is N. J. No. 554, dealing with material which contained 
excess ash and was deficient in alcohol-soluble matter under the 
U. S. P. standards a t  the time of shipment. Since the product was 
analyzed and correctly relabeled after receipt and before seizure was 

iImade, the court dismissed the libel. 
The first N. J. dealing specifically w,ith a drug is N. J. No, 10, 

reporting action in the District of Columbia Police Court, in which 
the defendant pleaded guilty to  selling cokaine hydrochloride without 
declaring the quantity of drug present, and was fined $100. The  sale 
as cocaine of a product containing 20 per ent cocaine and 80 per cent 
acetanilide was reported in N. J. No. 646; n a plea of guilty, the court i 
imposed a fine of $10 and costs. Action wab taken against two samples 
of cod liver oil because of exaggerate+ claims. Colocynth was 
adulterated with seed, gentian root with an unknown fiber, henbane 
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Table 2 
32Drugs-N. J.'s 1-1000 

No. Product 
157 Asafetida 

583 Asafetida 

854 Asafetida 

871 Belladonna If. 

754 Belladonna rt. 

221 Camphor

550 Camphor 


10 Cocaine HC1 
646 Cocaine HC1 
754 Cloves 
598 Cod Liver Oil 
303 Cod Liver Oil 
183 Colocynth 
192 Colocynth
290 Colocynth 
292 Colocynth 
754 Gentian Root 
754 Henbane 
226 Laudanum 
333 Laudanum 

Laudanum 

901 Pink Root 

86 Saltpetre

871 Senna Leaf 
572 Tragacanth Gum 
998 Tragacanth Gum 
220 Turpentine 
248 Turpentine 
337 Turpentine 
539 Turpentine 
712 Turpentine 
792 Turpentine 
877 Turpentine 
929 Turpentine 
357 Witch Hazel Extract 
609 Witch Hazel Extract 
'	M-mjsbrandlng


A-adulteration 


rlairrge * 

M A P k n  nnd Action ** 

X 	 X 
 $10 
X 
 $50 
. .  	 . .  Dism. 
X 	 X 


X $100 

X 	 X 
 $100 
X 	 X 
 $25 

x $10 

X 
 $IO&C 

X 
 $100 
X 
 $5 
X 
 Dest. 
X 	 X 
 $25 

X 
 $25 
X 	 X $10 
X 	 X 
 $10 

X 
 $100 
X $100 

X 
 $20 
X 
 $10 
X 	 X 
 $50 
X 	 X 
 $10 
X 
 $50 
X 	 X 


x g .  $25 
x g .  $25 
x s. Dest. 

.y 	 x $10g. $5 
g. 

x g. $10 
x s. Rel. Rd. 
x s. Rcl. Bd. 
S n. g .  g. $50 

x x s. Re]. Btl. 

X g. $10 

X 
 g .  $25 -% 

*It Nolo-nolo Contendere 
g.-guilty 
n. g.-not guilty 
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Drug ,Products and Preparations 

I n  addition to  the actions against crude drugs or their official 
preparations, it seemed helpful to segregate 124 reports of action 

Corriirients 
Excess ash, nut hulls 
Much foreign material present 
Not U.S.P.; properly labeled before seizure 
Foreign leaves; suspended sentence 
Jontained 50% ground olive pits 
14% below U.S.P. 
Substandard, alcohol undeclared 
Jnlabeled 
Zontained 80% acetanilide 
Jontained '/3 to '/z stalks 
qbsent, therapeutic claims 
\Jot tissue builder, salicylic acid present 
\Tot U.S.P., seed present 
got U S  P., seed present , 
\Tot U.S.P., seed present 
Tot U.S.P., seed present 
\Tot U S.P , contained unknown fiber 
idulterated H nzutzcus 
3n1y 37.7/15.5 grains opium present 
To declaration alcohol or morphine content 
ncorrect declaration alcohol and opium 
got N.F., large amount ruellia present 
Zontained 7.28% sodium chloride 
8.64% ash; suspended sentence 
t o t  U.S.P. or N F., contained Indian gum 
Jot U.S.P. or N.F., contained Indian gum ,
Jot U.S.P., 35% mineral oil present 
3elow U.S.P. I 

Jot U S.P., 4.8% mineral oil present I 

Jot U.S.P., mineral oil added 
Jot U.S.P., mineral oil added I 
Jot U.S.P., 14% mineral oil added 1 
Jot U S.P , 3 2% mineral oil added I 

IJot U.S.P., large amount mineral oil added 

ilcohol undeclared; therapeutic claims nolle prossed 

4.15% alcohol undeclared, false therapeutic claims 1 


Rel. Bd.-released under bond 

S.-seizure 
 I -
Dest.-destroyed I 
C-costs !

I 
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against drug products and unofficial preparations in Table 3. An 
action was taken against adhesive plaster (N. J. No. 496), primarily 
because of the misleading claim for curing hernia. The  defendant filed 
an answer that the Act did not cover this type of article or claim, 
which was sustained by the court, and the information was dismissed. 
Three products containing cocaine and potassium iodide were sold 
as antiasthmatics ; fines were imposed after pleas of guilty in each case. 

Actions were recorded against six antibacterial products claiming 
to destroy germs causing all diseases, and thereby curing anemia, 
asthma, cancer, consumption, diabetes, diphtheria, grippe, malaria, 
vellolw fever, etc. Examination of “Humbug Oil” is reported in N. J. 
No. 988. It was claimed to  relieve the most malignant type of 

. 	 diphtheria. Chemical analysis revealed it to  be a mixture of turpentine 
and linseed oil with ammonia and, probably, small quantities of coniine. 
An opium product was recommended as  a “lung food . . . .endorsed 
and advertisement accepted by the American Medical Journal.” Two 
combinations were recommended for the treatment of rheumatism, 
cramps, colic, distemper, bruises, sprains, headache and toothache. 
One of these contained capsicum and sassafras, the other camphor, 
iodine and cinchona alkaloids. 

Actions against six “cancer cures” are reported. In five cases, 
products containing opium, cocaine, potassium iodide or atetanilide 
were involved ; the defendants pleaded guilty, and fines were imposed. 
The  other case was N. J. No. 266, Dr.  Johnson’s Mild Combination 
Treatment for Cancer, consisting of six types of products. Charges 
were made that this combination treatment would not cure cancer, 
nor destroy dead and unhealthy tissue. The  defendant’s answer was 
that the claims were not in violation of the Act. The  court ruled in 
favor of the defendant, stating : 

In the debates in Congress, when this measure was uuder consideration. it 
was never sought to be justified except on the ground of protecting the public 
health, as it might be affected by interstate shipments of food, drugs, etc. At no 
time was it asserted or pretended that it was proposed to reach the matter of 
holding the manufacturers and vendors of prescriptive or patented medicines, 
multitudinous and multiform as they are, to criminal liability for misstatements 
as to the curative or remedial effects of the prescription, which would neces-
salily depend upon the opinions of contending experts and the users of the 
nostrums. . . . If it had been the mind of Congress to make it an indictable 
offense for such manufacturers and vendors by their labels or brandings on bottles 
and packages to mislead the buyers as to the curative or healing properties of 
the drugs, as to the mere matter of commendation, apt words, both in the title 
alld body of the act, could and should have been easily employed to indicate sucli 
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purpose, and not leave it to the courts by strained construction to  read it into 
the statute. 

This  decision was appealed t o  the United States Supreme Court 
by the government, and the judgment of the lower court was affirmed 
in N. J. No. 1058. This situation was corrected by the passage of the 
Sherley Amendment, approved August 23,1912. 

A series of five N. J,’s reports action against “cough cures,” which 
also claimed to  heal the lungs and cure asthma, croup, whooping 
cough, diphtheria, dysentery, hay fever, pains in the head or stomach 
or limbs; one also claimed to cure colic in horses! These combina- 
tions contained alcohol, morphine, camphor, tar, capsicum and sassafras. 
In two cases, the defendants pleaded guilty and three pleaded no defense ; 
fines were imposed in each case. Action against “drug habit cures” 
were reported in eight N. J.’s. The presence of alcohol or morphine was 
not declared on the labels of most of these preparations; one also 
contained strychnine and brucine. 

Actions against 43 headache remedies are recorded ; all but two 
pleaded guilty or no defense, and were fined. These products con-
tained acetanilide, acetophenetidin and caffeine, and one also contained 
quinine. In  one product, codeine was claimed on the label but was 
absent from the formula. The  bases of action were claims that  these 
products were harmless, and would cure all forms of headache, grippe, 
neuralgia, rheumatism, pneumonia and malaria. 

Perhaps the most publicized of these cases is N. J. No. 25 against 
Harper’s CUFORHEDAKE BRANE-FUDE. Analysis of this prod- 
uct showed it to  contain 24 per cent alcohol, 1.5 per cent caffeine, 
1 per cent antipyrine and 15 grains of acetanilide per ounce. The  
labels claimed that this was a harm4ess relief, without subsequent 
depression, for headache, neuralgia, nervousness and insomnia, and 
that it did not contain any poisonouslingredients of any kind. This

I was the first case against a drug preparation which was contested 
under the 1906 Act. In  the jury trial before the Police Court of the IDistrict of Columbia, the defendant pleaded not guilty. Much evi- 

l
dence was presented. The  jury returned a verdict of guilty. The  
court then imposed fines of $700, or im’ risonment in jail for 150 days. 9
A proposed appeal to  the court of appeals was withdrawn, and the 
fines were paid. The  first count in th  s case related to  the maiiufac- 
ture of a misbranded drug, and the fo rth count to its sale ; the gov- t
ernment abandoned the other two co nts. The  jury found that this 
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product was not a cure for headache nor a food for the brain. I n  his 
charge to the jury, Judge Rimball stated : 

This law was passed not to protect experts especially, not to protect scientific 
men who know the meaning and value of drugs, but for the purpose of protecting 
ordinary citizens, like the jury and like counsel and others, who have learned 
during the hearing of this trial a great deal more about these things than they 
ever knew before in all their life. In  determining the meaning of the words 
used upon these cartons, bottles, and circulars, they are to be taken in the way 
that an ordinary, plain, common citizen, without scientific knowledge, would 
understand them i f  they were put before him . . . nor did said drug contain 
any poisonous ingredients of any kinds. Gentlemen, the question raised is not 
whether it is a poison in the doses prescribed in the preparation. That  is not 
the question before you as jurors. You have nothing to do with the question of 
whether it is poisonous in the doses prescribed or in larger doses. The sole 
question raised here for you to consider is whether the said drug contains poi- 
sonous ingredients of any kind. If you find from the evidence, beyond a reason- 
able doubt, that it did contain poisonous ingredients, whether taken in the doses 
named, whether they would or would not be harmful-if you find that the drug 
contained a poisonous ingredient-then your verdict must be guilty, because 
that is the plain issue. Of course, that you must find beyond a reasonable doubt 
. . . that in testing the evidence of experts you have the right to consider whether 
they have shown sufficient knowledge, and to consider their conduct upon the 
witness stand, everything about them that has occurred in your sight, and ever.y- 
thing that they have given upon the witness stand, for you are the ones to deter- 
mine the weight to be given the testimony of experts or those who come to 
testify as experts. 

In  pronouncing sentence, the court stated that the defendant is 
a druggist-an expert-and therefore knew the character and actions 
of drugs, and also whether or not this product contained any poisonous 
ingredients. Thc label claimed : “This preparation contains no 
poisonous ingredients,” and not that  the ingredients would not be 
poisonous in the doses used. It is noted that an observer was present 
to notify the druggists of the United States of the details of the case 
and the decision of the court for their guidance under this, the first 
contested drug case brought under this Act. 

Two  actions were brought against hydrogen peroxide on the basis 
that it contained added acetanilide and, therefore, was not of U. S. P. 
quality. I n  one case, the defendant pleaded guilty and was fined $5 ; 
in the other, the defendant established a guaranty, and the court dis- 
missed the case. A magnesium sulphate product was claimed to cure 
constipation, and to  prevent appendicitis and apoplexy. Action was 
recorded against five “teething syrups,” all of which claimed to be 
noninjurious to the youngest babe and to  produce no bad results from 
continued use ;all contained morphine or cocaine. 
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A total of 20 so-called “tonics” were the basis of action. These 
include combinations of alcohol, strychnine, arsenic, aloes, cocaine, 
damiana, phosphorous, and potassium iodide. All but two of these 
cases involved guilty pleas, with fines or the destruction of the product. 
In N. J. No. 816 is reported proceedings against Lopez Specific Special 
Compound, which was found on analysis to contain 27 per cent alcohol, 
3.85 per cent KI ,  podophyllum, stillingia, eucalyptus and gentian. I t  
was advertised as  working wonders, a positive and permanent cure for 
rheumatism, a guaranteed cure for consumption ; syphilis ; stomach, 
liver and bladder affections ; sexual weakness ; and failing memory. 
The  defendants pleaded not guilty, and a jury trial was held. After 
witnesses for the government had been heard, the court directed the 
jury to return a verdict of acquittal, holding that no misrepresentation 
as  to  the curative or therapeutic qualities and properties of an article is 
misbranding. This situation was corrected by the Sherley Amendment. 

I n  N. J. No. 697, alleged misbranding of three products was 
presented, because of failure to declare their alcohol content. The 
claimant to the seized goods offered the defense that the goods had 
not been seized before filing of the libel and that the Act did not apply 
to this shipment, since the packages were not transported interstate 
for sale. The  court ruled that the seizure might precede the libel but 
that since no proof of sale was offered, the demurrer should be sus-
tained and the seizure dismissed. 

Considering the nature of the charges brought against these 156 
drugs and drug products, the widespread use of extreme therapeutic 
claims may be noted, together with decisions of the courts that  the 
1906 Act did not give jurisdiction to  the government to proceed against 
such claims. This was corrected by the Isherley Amendment to the Act. 

i 

Cosmetic? 

A total of 11 N. J.’s were issued gainst products subsequently 
considered as cosmetics, summarized i Table 4. I t  was established 
in N. J. No. 284 that casks of a “liquid extract” were not misbranded Iby not carrying declarations of their alcohol content during shipment 
from the original manufacturer to  the owner, who rebottled the 
material. Three products were considkred as “hair tonics” with false 

Itherapeutic claims; one contained 98.5 er cent methyl alcohol. TwoP
of three “skin foods” were found to be colored epsom salts, claimed 
t o  cure various skin ailments. I

I 
I 
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Action against these cosmetic products was usually based on 
exaggerated claims of therapeutic activity. 

Summary 

The development of the system of publication of N. J.’s has been 
traced to the enforcement of the Federal Food and Drugs Act of 1906.. 
Of the first thousand published, 221 have drug, pharmaceutical or 
pharmacological aspects. Some 54 deal with foods ; the bases of action 
are the alleged harmful or deleterious added ingredients, which 
included boric acid, caffeine, cocaine, dyes and nitrites. Some 32 
deal with drugs, principally because of adulteration. Some 124 deal 
with drug products and preparations ; the possible harmfulness of 
acetanilide and caffeine ’ was considered, and the groundwork com-
pleted for the Sherley Amendment, dealing with false and misleading 
therapeutic claims. Some 11 N. J.’s were issued, dealing with cos-
metics, chiefly because of misleading therapeutic claims. Specific 
comments were offered in connection with certain N. J.’s which have 
historical significance. [The End] 

N.J.’s CITED 
N.  J. No. .25: U . .S. v.Robert N .  Harper (Washington, D. C.). 
N. J. No. 266: U .S.v.T h e  Dr. Johnson Remedy Coinpany (Kansas City, Missouri). 
N. J. No. 382: U.S .  v. Aetna Mill and Elevator Company (Wellington,. Kansas). 
N. J. No. 498: u.S.c.c rel. Alsop Process Colnpnny v. Jaiizes Wilson, Secretory 

o f  Agriculture. 
N. J. No. 508: U.S.a. Hipolite Egg Coircpany (St. Louis, Missouri). 
N. J. No. 658: U. S.  v. V .  Viviano G Brothers (St. Louis, Missouri). 
N. J. No. 722: U.S.z-. 625 Sacks of Flour (Lexington Mill and Elevator Conapany) 

(Lexington, Nebraska). 
N. J. No. 816 : U.S. ZJ.Lopes Kefriedy CoiMpany (Wichita, Kansas). 

BROKERAGE COMMISSIONS-FOOD PRODUCTS 
Partners in a food-produce company have consented to entry of an 

order proliibiti~ig them from receiving broke]-age commissions on food 
produce purchased by them for their own account. T h e  order further 
prohibits them from accepting commissions when acting as agents, or 
when subject to the control, of any other buyer. (Released March 21, 
1955.) 

A wholesale food concern has agreed to stop accepting similar com- 
missions. (Released March 22, 1955.) 

An individual is prohibited froin accepting commissions on food 
products sold through his brokerage firm to a wholesale firm in which 
he has a substantial interest. (Issued March 10; released March 22, 
1955.)-C CH TRADE REPORTSREGULATION 725,383 -2 5,385. 


